action would be to adopt rate ceilings on inmate calls and then
let sheriffs enforce these rate ceilings through their contracts.
Indeed we believe the overwhelming majority of Sheriffs are
committed to requiring rates that are fair and reasonable.

In short, BPP would take away our ability to employ important
security and administrative measures that we have found to be
necessary at our facility, ultimately reducing inmate phone
availability, which in turn decreases the efficiency of our staff.
We urge you to not adopt regqulations that interfere with our
Administrative and security decisions--decisions that are clearly
within our discretion and which we have public responsibility to
make.

Respectfully submitted,

Okmulgee County Sheriff's
Office

314 West 7th

Okmulgee, Ok 74447

(918) 756-4311



July 20, 1994

The Honorable Reed Hundt. Chairman
Federal Communications Commission
1919 M Street, N.W.

Washington. D. C. 20354

Re: CC Docket #92-77
Dear Chairman Hundt:

[ am writing to voice my concerns about the proposed Billed Party Preference regulation. The correctional
facility inmate phone industry would be severely jeopardized by BPP, affecting inmates, their families and
the criminal justice system as a whole. For this reason, we are asking that inmate calls be exempt from
the proposed BPP regulation.

Over the past ten years, administrators:of correctional facilities have been able to put into place a very
effective system for allowing inmate phone calls. The right to choose our phone service provider has been
key to our success. This service has always been delivered to us at very reasonable rates. What’s more.
inmate phone commissions have been a significant source of revenue for our facility and have helped us
improve it dramatically. We use this revenue to fund various programs including: law enforcement
education. inmate health, education and recreation; jail personnel safety; drug prevention and other
community programs: familv visitation etc.

Here are a few of my biggest concerns about Billed Party Preference:
e [t strips correctional facilitv administrators of the right to choose inmate phone providers.

s  Technology for BPP would reportedly cost upwards of $1.3 billion. an expense that would
have to be passed along to the consumer.

e  Without the authority to process calls. inmate phone providers would no longer have the
revenue to provide the sophisticated phone systems used in prisons. The end resuit: fewer
phones with fewer security features. Facilities would have to revert to the old ways of
supervising each and every inmate call.

e The average length of stay in jail would increase because inmates would not have the phone
privileges required to make arrangements for obtaining bond. This costs everyone!

o Under BPP. correctional facilities would no longer have control over inmate calls. which
means no call tracking or blocking. Inmates could conceivably harass judges. witnesses, jury
members or even the victims of their crimes.

e  Without call control. facilities would be unable to control fraud problems currently handled
bv inmate phone providers.

For the above reasons. and countless others. we believe that THE COSTS OF BILLED PARTY
PREFERENCE FOR INMATE CALLS FAR OQUTWEIGH THE BENEFITS. If BPP does become
regulation. we urge vou to make inmate calls exempt. Thank vou for vour consideration of my views.

No. of Copies recd__———
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(ounty of Los Angeles
Sherift’s Bepartment Headguarters
4700 Ramana Boulepard
Monterey Park, California 91754 - 2169

SHERMAN BLOCK, SHERIFF
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July 28, 1994 JUL 29 1994
FCC MAIL ROOM

The Honorable Reed E. Hundt
Federal Communications Commission
1919 M Street, N.W.

Washington, D.C. 20554

Dear Commissioner Hundt:

RE: Billed Party Preference; CC Docket Number 92-77
As Sheriff of Los Angeles County, California, and a Jail
Administrator, I am requesting that the Federal Communications
Commission exclude 1local jails from the proposed "Billed Party

Preference" (B.P.P.) system for O+ Inter LATA regulations.

B.P.P. would assuredly eliminate the 0+ commissions we currently
receive and thereby eliminate the funding used to provide mandated

inmate programs. The California Legislature has created Inmate
Welfare Funds to provide jail administrators with the resources for
inmate programs, services and facilities. Telephone commissions

are the primary, and in some cases, the sole source of revenue for
Inmate Welfare Funds. Many of these programs and services are now
mandated by law and the courts, primarily the Federal courts.
Elimination of telephone commission revenues would force 1local
government to look at already strapped budgets to fund these
mandates.

The services and programs provided by the Inmate Welfare Fund
include Adult Education, GED and high school certification, basic
literacy training, Jjob training, substance abuse and family
counseling, chaplains, religious services and others. Even basics
like supplying indigent inmates with personal hygiene supplies and
letter writing material are provided for by these funds. These
programs would cease or have to be funded elsewhere.

B.P.P. would also eliminate our ability, working with the single
long distance contract provider to prevent fraud. We would lose
our ability to monitor phone calls during investigations and our
ability to quickly block calls to protect victims and witnesses
from intimidating or harassing phone calls.

No. of Copies rec'd 0
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The Honorable Reed E. Hundt -2- July 28, 1994

I strongly urge you to exclude 1local jails from "Billed Party
Preference" regulations.

(=]

SHERIFF
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Office of the Sheriff: Sheriff

500 Western Maryland Parkway

Hagerstown, Maryland 21740-5189

Telephone: (301) 791-3300

Patrol Services: (301) 791-3020 TDD/Hearing Impaired: 791-3024
Detention Center: (301) 791-3300 TDD/Hearing Impaired: 791-3337
FAX: (301) 791-3349

WASHINGTON COUNTY o o Charles F. Mades

July 22, 1994

The Honorable Reed E. Hundt, Chairman JUL 2 9 1994
Federal Communications Commission

ot gommnics FCC MAIL ROOM

Washington, D.C. 20554
Re: CC Docket No. 92-77 Opposition to Billed Party Preference
Dear Chairman Hundt:

We are opposed to the application of Billed Partyv Preference (BPP)
at inmate facilities.

We have analyzed the security and administration needs at our
facility and have found it to be necessary to route inmate calls
from our facility to a single carrier that is equipped to handle
inmate calls and with whom we have a contractual relationship. We
cannot allow inmates to have open access to the telecommunications
network and the freedom to use anv carrier they please. BPP will
take away our right to coordinate inmates calls through a carrier
we know and trust. Instead, inmate calls will be routed to a
number of different carriers, none of whom will have any obligation
toe us, and few that will be trained to handle inmate calls.

We have also found it necessary to install phone equipment that is
specifically designed for inmate calls. This eqguipment helps
prevent fraud, abusive calls, and other criminal activity over the
telephone network. Given the constant budgetarv constraints that
we are under, we cannot afford to provide this equipment without
the help of inmate phone service providers. BPP would allow also
eliminate the revenue stream that finances our inmate phones. If
BPP 1s applied to inmate facilities, there will be no way for us to
finance these phones, nor will there be Iinmate phone service
providers to assist us. Without Inmate phones, the morale of our
inmates will be devastated. The resulting increase in tension will
make 1t more difficult for our staff to manage inmates.

Furthermore, we are sensitive to the rates inmate families pay for
calls. We fully appreciate the FCC's concern if some Sheriffs do
not take responsibility for protecting inmate families from abusive
rates. We do not agree with the FCC that the solution for this
lack of responsibility 1is BPP. The proper and more effective
action would bhe to adopt rate ceilings on inmate calls and then let
Sheriffs enforce these rate ceilings through their contracts.
Indeed we believe the overwhelming majority of Sheriffs are
committed to requiring rates that are falir and reasonable.
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In short, BPP would take away our ability to emplov important
security and administrative measures that we have found to be
necessary at our facility, ultimately reducing 1inmate phaone
availability, which in turn decreases the efficiency of our staff.
We urge vou to not adopt regulations that interfere with our
administrative and security decisions -- decisions that are clearly
within cour discretion and which we have a public responsibility to
make.

Respectfully submitted,

Name / ™¢tle

Washington County Detention Center

Name of Correctional Facility
500 Western Maryland Parkway
Hagerstown, Maryland 21740
Address '
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The Honorable Reed E. Hundt. Chairman RE( B
Federal Communications Commission

1919 M Street, NW JuL 291994

Washington, D.C. 20554

- ™ 81 s {QI m
Re: CC Docket No. 92-77 Opposition to Billed Party Preference i CC MJ"\iL 2\0 X‘“”’M

Dear Chairman Hundt: U AT

We are opposed to the application of Billed Party Preference (BPP) at inmate facilities.

We have analyzed the security and administration needs at our facility and have found it to be necessary to route
inmate calls from our facility to a single carrier that is equipped to handle inmate calls and with whom we have a
contractual relationship. We cannot allow inmates to have open access to the telecommunications network and the
freedom to use any carrier they please. BPP will take away our right to coordinate inmate calls through a carrier we
know and trust. Instead, inmate calls will be routed to a number of different carriers, none of whom will have any
obligation to us, and few that will be trained to handle inmate calls.

We have also found it necessary to install phone equipment that is specifically designed for inmate calls.

This equipment helps prevent fraud, abusive calls, and other criminal activity over the telephone network. Given
the constant budgetary constraints that we are under, we cannot afford to provide this equipment without the help
of mmate phone service providers. BPP would also eliminate the revenue stream that finances our inmate phones.
If BPP 15 apphied to inmate facilities, there will be no way for us to finance these phones, nor will there be inmate
phone service providers to assist us. Without inmate phones, the morale of our inmates will be devastated. The
resulting increase in tension will make it more difficult for our staff to manage inmates.

Furthermore, we are sensitive to the rates inmate families pay tor calls. We fully appreciate the FCC's concern if
some Sheriffs do not take responsibility for protecting inmate families from abusive rates. We do not

agree with the FCC that the solution for this lack of responsibility is BPP. The proper and more effective

action would be to adopt rate ceilings on inmate calls and then let Sheniffs enforce these rate ceilings

through their contracts. Indeed we believe the overwhelming majority of Sheriffs are committed to

requiring rates that are fair and reasonable.

In short. BPP would take away our ability to employ important security and administrative measures that we have
found to be necessary at our facility. ultimately reducing inmate phone availability. which in turn decreases the
efficiency of our staff. We urge you to not adopt regulations that interfere with our administrative and security
decisions -~ decisions that are clearly within our discretion and which we have a public responsibility to make.

Name Te—=" /) %

Cook Inlet Pre-Trial Facility
Name of Correctional Facility

pectfully su

1300 E. 4th Avenue, Anchorage, Ak 99501
Address
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THE PRISON BOARD

Jack F. Dunmire, Chairman WILLIAM J. LAUGHNER
Robert A. Cinpinski Joseph A. Nickleach WARDEN
James V. Scahili George R, Kepple
Larry R. Crawford Darlene J. Pike | SRRTS

COUNTY JAIL

COUNTY OF ARMSTRONG

RECEIVED
JUL 29 1994
The Honorable Reed E. Hundt, Chairman FCC MA”.. QUON}

Federal Communications Commission
12919 M Street, NW
Washington, D.C. 20544

August 1, 1994

RE: CC Docket No. 92-77 Opposition to Billed Party Preference
Dear Chairman Hundt:

We are opposed to the application of Billed Party Preference (BPP)
at inmate facilities.

We have analyzed the security and administration needs at our
facility and have found it to be necessary to route inmate calls
from our facility to a single carrier that is equipped to handle
inmate calls and with whom we have a contractual relationship. We
cannot allow inmates to have open access to the telecommunications
network and the freedom to use any carrier they please. BPP will
take away our right to coordinate inmate calls through a carrier we
know and trust. Instead, inmate calls will be routed to a number
of different carriers, none of whom will have any obligation to us,
and few that will be trained to handle inmate calls.

We have also found it necessary to install phone equipment that is
specifically designed for inmate calls. This equipment helps
prevent fraud, abusive calls, and other criminal activity over the
telephone network. Given the constant budgetary constraints that
we are under, we cannot afford to provide this equipment without
the help of inmate phone service providers. BPP would also
eliminate the revenue stream that finances our inmate phones. If
BPP is applied to inmate facilities, there will be no way for us to
finance these phones, nor will there be inmate phone service
providers to assist us. Without inmate phones, the morale of our
inmates will be devastated. The resulting increase in tension will
make it more difficult for our staff to manage inmates“NacﬁCOMesmmﬁ (:7
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FAX - (412) 548-3482
EAST MARKET STREET, KITTANNING, PENNSYLVANIA 16201 (412) 548-3479 or 548-3480
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Furthermore, we are sensitive to the rates inmate families pay for
calls. We fully appreciate the FCC's concern if some Sheriffs do
not take responsibility for protecting inmate families from abusive
rates. We do not agree with the FCC that the solution for this
lack of responsibility is BPP. The proper and more effective
action would be to adopt rate ceilings on inmate calls and then let
Sheriffs enforce these rate ceilings through their contracts.
Indeed we believe the overwhelming majority of Sheriffs are
committed to requiring rates that are fair and reasonable.

In short, BPP would take away our ability to employ important
security and administrative measures that we have found to be
necessary at our facility, ultimately reducing inmate phone
availability, which in turn decreases the efficiency of our staff.
We urge you to not adopt regulations that interfere with our
administrative and security decisions -- decisions that are clearly
within our discretion and which we have a public responsibility to
make.

Respectfully submitted,

)y J/‘/k

William J./ﬁaugﬂher, Warden

Armstrong County Jail
East Market Street
Kittanning, PA 16201
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The Honorable Reed E. Hundt, Chairman
Federal Communications Commission JUL29 194
1919 M Street, NW
Washington, D.C. 20554 FCC MAIL ROOM

Re: CC Docket No. 92-77 Opposition to Billed Party Preference
Dear Chairman Hundt:
We are opposed to the application of Billed Party Preference (BPP) at inmate facilities.

We have analyzed the security and administration needs at our facilities and have
found it to be necessary to route inmate calls from our facilities to a single carrier that
is equipped to handle inmate calls and with whom we have a contractual relationship.
We cannot allow inmates to have open access to the telecommunications network and
the freedom to use any carrier they please. BPP will take away our right to coordinate
inmate calls through a carrier we know and trust. Instead, inmate calls will be routed
to a number of different carriers, none of whom will have any obligation to us, and few
that will be trained to handle inmate calls.

We have also found it necessary to install phone equipment that is specifically
designed for inmate calls. This equipment helps prevent fraud, abusive calls, and
other criminal activity over the telephone network. Given the constant budgetary
constraints that we are under, we cannot afford to provide this equipment without the
help of inmate phone service providers. BPP would also eliminate the revenue stream
that finances our inmate phones. If BPP is applied to inmate facilities, there will be no
way for us to finance these phones, nor will there be inmate phone service providers
to assist us. Without inmate phones, the morale of our inmates will be devastated.
The resulting increase in tension will make it more difficult for our staff to manage
inmates.

Barbara Roberts
Governor

ariae rac'd ,,,(2——-
No. of Copiac 2575 Center Street NE

Ligh Al o Salem, OR 97310
I (503) 945-0950
FAX (503) 373-1173

RS



The Honorable Reed E. Hundt
July 27, 1994
Page Two

Furthermore, we are sensitive to the rates inmate families pay for calls. We fully
appreciate the FCC's concern if some Sheriffs and prison administrators do not take
responsibility for protecting inmate families from abusive rates. We do not agree with
the FCC that the solution for this lack of responsibility is BPP. The proper and more
effective action would be to adopt rate ceilings on inmate calls and then let Sheriffs
and prison administrators enforce these rate ceilings through their contracts. Indeed
we believe the overwhelming majority of Sheriffs and prison administrators are
committed to requiring rates that are fair and reasonable.

In short, BPP would take away our ability to employ important security and
administrative measures that we have found to be necessary at our facilities,
ultimately reducing inmate phone availability, which in turn decreases the efficiency of
our staff. We urge you to not adopt regulations that interfere with our administrative
and security decisions--decisions that are clearly within our discretion and which we
have a public responsibility to make.

Respectfully submitted,

Al Chandler
Assistant Director/Institutions
Oregon Department of Corrections
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Arthur Wallenstein, Director

King County Correctional Facility
500 Fifth Avenue
Seattle, Washington 98104-2332

(206) 296-1268 FAX (206) 296-0570

July 25, 1994

The Honorable Reed E. Hundt, Chairman
Federal Communication Commission

1919 M. Street-R. 222

Washington, D.C. 20554

RE:  BILLED PARTY PREFERENCE: CC DOCKET NO. 92-77

Dear Mr. Hundt:

I am writing to alert you to the difficult circumstances "billed party
preference" will cause crime victims and witnesses, and private companies.
Ten years ago inmates called victims and witnesses to harass and threaten
them. These calls were made possible because the phones were
unrestricted, prior to the present inmate telephone systems. Witnesses
would answer the phone not knowing who they were talking to, and be
verbally threatened and harassed before they realized who was calling.
Now, with the present collect phone system, victims and witnesses are able
to refuse calls from inmates before the inmate has a chance to threaten
and intimidate them.

The fraudulent behavior of inmates using unrestricted phones was also
extraordinarily costly to phone companies, individuals, and other private
companies. An inmate would secure an illegal calling card number (or
several numbers) and sell them to other inmates throughout the jail. The
inmates would make fraudulent calls, and the public would call the jail
and insist that inmates be restricted from telephones.

Under court order inmates cannot, in general, be restricted from the
phones.  Neither the public calling nor the jail could determine who
among the thousands of inmates were making the calls. The cost of the
bills ranged in the hundreds of dollars, up to $25,000 for one company.
Inmates were calling Europe, Canada, and other foreign countries, and
talking for long periods of time. Inmates would call telephone answering
services, hospital switch boards and others, duping the operators into
putting calls through for them, until the billings alerted the companies
to the criminal phone behavior.
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The Honorable Reed E. Hundt
July 25, 1994
Page 2

Inmates cannot use calling card numbers over the present inmate phone
system to make fraudulent calls, saving hundreds of thousands of dollars a
year. Consider that there are 500,000 inmates locked up in U.S. jails on
any given day, and there are at least 10 million prisoners going thorough
our country's jails each year. This incredible large number of inmates
make the potential costs of fraudulent phone behavior staggering. All of
these problems have been worked on over the past 10 years and resolved
through the present inmate phone system. Victims and witnesses are now
protected, and fraudulent phone calls from jails have been virtually
stopped.

The King County Department of Adult Detention requests that you consider
the concerns and welfare of victims, witnesses, and companies that were at
the mercy of these inmates, who committed fraudulent acts of illegal phone
usage in the past, but who can no longer do so because of the current
inmate phone systems.

I am certain prosecutors, criminal judges, police, and victims assistance,
who hear complaints regarding the above inmate acts, would agree that the
inmate phone system has proven successful in substantially stopping the
past practice of the inmates criminal phone behavior.

Please maintain the present inmate phone regulations, allowing for
reasonable and responsible inmate access to phones. If I can be of
furtﬁ;gﬁyssistance, please contact me at (206) 296-1269.

Ray J. CoTeman
Associate Director-Services

RIC/Yg
r.fcc

cc: The Honorable James H. Quello
The Honorable Rachelle B. Chong
The Honorable Andrew C. Barrett
The Honorable Susan Ness
APCC Inmate Phone Service Providers Task Force
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FCC Secretary's Office ql" /

1919 M Street, NW Room 222
Washington, D.C. 20554

Dear Secretary,

I am writing you to express my concerns with the Federal
Communication pending ruling on the proposed "Billed Party
Preference " for long distance calls.

This will greatly compromise our control of out going collect calls
from the Sheridan County Detention Pacility.

1. We will loose our ability to block certain telephone numbers
from the inmate phones. (witnesses, victim harassment, etc).

2, It will open up the phone system for possible 3 way calls
where inmates can carry on drug business and plan escapes
and etc.

3. We will lose on revenue which helps support the detention
facility and we will loose control of the cost of the call
which could cost the inmate even more for calls from their
loved ones.

I oppose the BPP and encourage the FCC to do the same.

List ABCDE
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DORKET FiL i COPY QRIGINAL 7225

LEROY D. MEADOWS A MISSISSIPPI COUNTY SHERIFF'S DEPARTMENT
SHERIFF
- . , SR P. O. BOX 40
LUXORA, ARKANSAS 72358
(501) 762-2243 ORr (501) 658-2242
FAX
(501) 658-2510

JERRY ARNOLD
CHIEF DEPUTY

JEAN HAYES
ADMINISTRATIVE ASSISTANT

July 26, 1994

FCC Secretary's Office
1919 M. Street, NW Room 222
Washington, D.C. 20554

Re: Billed Party Preference for
O+ InterLATA Calls

Dear Sir:

We at the Mississippi County Detention Center are
concerned about the proposed Billed Party Preference for
long distance telephone calls. There are 3 particular
areas that will be affected to our detriment, namely:

1. We will lose blocking control of our inmate phone
calls.

2. We will lose revenue stream and the inmate family
phone costs could go up.

3. The potential for fraud will creep back into the
system.

Along with these major concerns, we also see a problem
with who is going to pay for all this?

We eagerly oppose the Billed Party Preference and
encourage the FCC to do the same.

Sincerely,

Leroy Meadows,
Sheriff

LDM/ g9
cc: Vice President Al Gore
The Honorable U. S. Senator Dale Bumpers
The Honorable U. S. Senator David Pryor
The Honorable U. S. Representative Blanche Lambert'\J
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Jefferson County Sheriff s Department :

P. Q. BOX 100
HILLSBORO, MO 63080

Telephone 314/789-3346
$t. Louls 314/942-4500

July 25, 1994

92-79

Dear Sir,

Current proposed legislation, namely Billed Party Preference, would cause the
responsibility for choosing inmate phone service to be removed from the agency that
houses prisoners and would permit the inmates to choose what phone service to be used in
the jail.

This choice would actually let the inmates begin to run the institution. We would
loose control of blocking calls so inmates would be able to call and harass victims. Inmate
phone costs would go up and the potential for fraud would be able to creep back into the
system. We are absolutely and positively against the proposed BILLED PARTY
PREFERENCE for long distance phone calls from correctional institutes.

Should you have any questions, please feel free to contact me.

Respectfully,

M" %yer

Sheriff, Jefferson County

OGB:klk

cc.  Dick Gephardt, U.S. Congressman
Kit Bond, U.S. Senator
Jack Danforth, U.S. Senator
Federal Communications Commission
Vice-President, Al Gore
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July 26, 1994 QC'O

Federal Communications
FCC Secretary’s Office 92- 77

1919 M Street, NW Room 222
Washington, D.C. 20554
Dear Sirs:
We at the Cleveland County Detention Center are concerned about
the proposed Billed Party Preference for long distance telephone
calls. There are three (3) particular areas which will be
affected to our detriment:

1. We will lose blocking control of our inmate phone calls.

2. We will lose a revenue stream and the inmate family
phone costs could go up.

3. The potential for fraud will creep back into the system.

Along with these major concerns, we also see a problem with who
is going to foot the bill for all this.

We eagerly oppose the BPP and encourage you to do the same.
Thank you for your consideration.

Sincerely,

Aw mwy
L. W. McKidd

Jail Administrator
NoxxCownswmﬁ_K:iZ._.
/sm List ABCDE.
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Dear Commissioners: R / J (/y @ 77 l‘

I'm writing to urge you to turn down Pacific Bell’s proposal to use ratepayer

money to rebuild its network to provide video, while dumping 96% of the cost
on telephone service. Di“-’-f‘.i-.":}' A PR Y

ARRCTA VY N ISR SO IAPR R Pt
As a residential telephone customer of Pacific Bell, I strongly object to paying
the huge costs of technology that will primarily benefit Pacific Bell and its big

business customers.
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As a residential telephone customer of Pacific Bell, stron-g.l}", ob]ect to paying

the huge costs of technology that will primari i ifi
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